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ABSTRACT
This thesis examined the role o f attributional style in helping behaviour. Two hundred 
and three (203) first year undergraduate students completed a controllability attributional 
style questionnaire designed to measure habitual ways o f  explaining causes o f  others’ 
misfortunes. High and low controllability attributional style (CAS) respondents were 
assigned to one o f two experimental groups (controllable causal information; 
uncontrollable causal information), or a no causal information group. Respondents were 
then telephoned and provided with one o f three possible scenarios about a fictitious 
fellow student who was in need of class notes, and were asked if  they would be willing to 
call the needy student to arrange the lending o f their notes. The names o f the respondents 
who made the telephone call were recorded. Results indicated that the causal structme of 
the situation was more influential in determining the behaviour o f high CAS respondents 
than the behaviour o f low CAS respondents. High CAS individuals differentiated 
between the two causal information conditions by offering significantly more help in the 
uncontrollable condition than in the controllable condition. Low CAS individuals did not 
differentiate between the two causal information conditions. The different pattern of 
responding indicates that person variables such as attributional style must be taken into 
consideration, in tandem with situational variables, in attributional models o f helping 
behaviour.
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
Several decades o f research by social psychologists has focused on why people 
choose to help others in need (e.g., Darley & Latane, 1968; Cruder, Romer, & Korth, 
1978; Schmidt & Weiner, 1988). While initial studies concentrated on the situational 
influences on helping behaviour, more recently, person variables such as cognitive style 
have become a focus o f interest. Specifically, a relatively new individual differences 
construct called “attributional style” has been suggested to play a role in helping 
behaviour (Higgins, 1992). Attributional style refers to the tendency to explain the causes 
o f events or outcomes in a consistent, or habitual, way (Anderson, 1983b; Anderson & 
Amoult, 1985; Anderson, Horowitz, & French, 1983; Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Higgins, 
1992; Metalsky & Abramson, 1981).
To date, the majority o f research involving attributional style has been in the area 
o f self-perception: how people formulate explanations for their own positive and 
negative life outcomes. For example, with attribution theory serving as a fiamework, 
researchers have investigated “problems in living,” such as depression and loneliness 
(e.g., Alloy, Peterson, Abramson, & Seligman, 1984; Anderson, 1983b; Anderson & 
Amoult, 1985; Anderson et al., 1983), and have found that attributional style differences 
can “contribute to motivational, performance, and affective reactions to various life 
experiences” (Anderson, Jennings, & Amoult, 1988, p. 979). There is only a relatively 
small, comparable body o f knowledge, however, in the area o f person-perception: how
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people formulate explanations for the positive and negative outcomes o f  others (Higgins, 
1992). This thesis research was designed to examine whether individual differences in 
attributional style play a role in helping situations.
Review of Research
Situational determinants o f  helping behaviour
Numerous situational variables influence the likelihood o f helping a person who is 
in need o f assistance. When there are fewer potential helpers, and hence less opportunity 
for diffusion of responsibility, the probability o f aid is increased (Darley & Latane, 1968). 
Help also is more likely to be given when the potential help-giver is not in a hurry (Darley 
& Batson, 1973), when salient models behave in a help-giving manner (Bandura, 1973; 
Piliavin, Rodin, & Piliavin, 1969; Rushton & Campbell, 1977), and when the benefits 
relative to the costs o f helping are high (Hatfield, Walster, & Piliavin, 1978).
In addition, social norms influence the probability o f  helping (e.g., Amato, Ho, & 
Partridge, 1984; Cruder et al., 1978). Two opposing social norms have been shown to 
influence helping behaviour: the norm o f  social responsibility to help people who are 
dependent, and the norm o f  self-sufficiency which implies that people should take 
responsibility for their own well-being (Cruder et al., 1978). Which norm comes into 
play depends on the circumstances surrounding another person’s request for help. For 
example, Amato et al. (1984) discovered that in an emergency situation in a naturalistic 
setting (after brush fires near Melbourne, Australia), feelings o f personal obligation (a 
sense o f social responsibility) played a key role in determining people’s helping
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behaviour. O f those people who responded to a questionnaire regarding their helping 
behaviour during the brush fires, “65% of respondents reported reasons for helping which 
involved notions o f a social or moral obligation” (Amato et al., 1984, p. 199). 
Explanations for helping included citing a relationship with the bushfire victims (an 
implied obligation), feelings of sympathy for the victims, and feelings o f empathy or 
identification with the victims.
Gender and helping behaviour
The norms which govern helping behaviour are quite different for males and 
females in our society (Eagly & Crowley, 1986). In general, males are expected to rescue 
others in difficulty and to demonstrate courtesy and protectiveness towards subordinates. 
Females, on the other hand, are expected to help through caring and nurturing other 
people, especially those in close relationships, and they are discouraged fi'om associating 
with strangers. The classic female helper scenario involves social support, and typically 
lacks the drama o f emergency intervention (Kessler, McLeod, & Wethington, 1985).
Social psychological research on helping behaviour has typically focused on short 
term interactions with strangers, which are more conducive to eliciting male help. In 
such situations, it has been found that men help more than women, and that women 
receive more help than do men (Eagly & Crowley, 1986). On the other hand, Eisenberg 
et al. (1988) discovered that the feminine trait o f “expressivity” was positively related to 
the amoimt o f  help given in a non-emergency situation. Moreover, volimteer rates in non­
emergency situations are significantly higher for females than for males (Lammers, 1991;
Attributional Style in Helping Behaviour 4
McClintock & Allison, 1989). In general, more research involving scenarios in which 
females might typically help is needed to clarify the role o f  gender in helping behaviour. 
Attributions and helping behaviour
Attribution theory deals with how people use information to arrive at causal 
explanations for events and the efTect o f those explanations on feelings and behaviour. 
Attributional (causal) analyses are most likely initiated in response to unusual events 
(Anderson, 1983a; Anderson & Amoult, 1985; Ross & Nisbett, 1991; Wong & Weiner, 
1981), and in relation to people’s needs to predict the future and control events (Heider, 
1958; Jones & Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1967).
Three dimensions of causality, namely locus, stability, and controllability, are 
central in current attributional models o f social behaviour (e.g., Weiner 1979; 1980a; 
1980b; 1985; 1995; Weiner & Graham, 1989; Weiner, Perry & Magnusson, 1988). Each 
o f the three causal dimensions has psychological significance: locus o f causality 
(internal, external) is associated with changes in self-esteem; stability (stable, unstable) is 
linked to changes in expectations and performance; and controllability (controllable, 
uncontrollable) is associated with social affects, such as guilt, anger, pity, and gratitude, 
and with social behaviours, such as helping and aggression (Weiner, 1979; 1985).
The occurrence o f an outcome that is unexpected or unusual prompts an 
attribution-affect-action sequence in which analysis o f the outcome along the three causal 
dimensions leads to an emotion related to the causal ascription, which in turn affects 
subsequent behaviours (Reisenzein, 1986; Weiner, 1985; Weiner & Graham, 1989; 
Weiner, Graham & Chandler, 1982; Wong & Weiner, 1981). In an initial test o f the
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attribution-affect part o f this model, Weiner et al. (1982) used a critical incident 
technique in which subjects recalled and wrote a very brief description of times when the 
emotions o f pity, anger, and guilt were experienced. After writing their stories, the 
subjects stated the perceived cause o f each emotion-arousing situation, and then rated the 
cause along the three causal dimensions o f  locus, stability, and controllability. In an 
experimental test, subjects were presented with a number o f situations, and indicated the 
degree o f pity and anger they might experience in these situations. In both phases o f the 
study, pity was associated with uncontrollable causes. Anger and guilt were associated 
with controllable causes, but guilt was typically directed inward, whereas anger was 
typically directed outward (Weiner et al., 1982).
Support for the complete attribution-affect-action model has been found in 
numerous areas, such as achievement settings (Vallerand & Richer, 1988), excuse making 
(Weiner, Amirkhan, Folkes, & Verette, 1987), responsibility judgements (Watson & 
Higgins, 1996), reactions to stigmatized others (Weiner et al., 1988), retaliatory 
aggression (Graham, Hudley, & Williams, 1992; Higgins & Watson, 1995), and helping 
behaviour (Schmidt & Weiner, 1988).
Attributional studies o f helping behaviour are guided by the assumption that when 
another person is in need o f aid, the potential helper attempts to determine why help is 
required and it is the explanation generated, and subsequent emotion elicited, that is a 
powerful determinant o f helping (Betancourt, 1990; Ickes & Kidd, 1976; Meyer & 
Mulherin, 1980; Reisenzein, 1986; Schmidt & Weiner, 1988; Weiner, 1980a; 1980b; 
Weiner & Graham, 1989). According to this emotion-mediational model o f helping
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behaviour (Schmidt & Weiner, 1988; Weiner, 1980a, 1980b), if  the cause o f another 
person’s need is perceived as controllable (i.e., the person is seen as having brought on 
his or her need), this elicits anger, which in turn leads to aid being withheld. However, 
i f  the cause o f the need is perceived as uncontrollable, this elicits sympathy, which in turn 
promotes helping. Thus, the emotion-mediational model posits that it is not the potential 
help-giver’s belief concerning the controllability o f the cause that directly influences his 
or her behaviour. Rather, the influence o f controllability perceptions on helping 
behaviour is mediated by the affective reactions o f sympathy (pity) and anger (Schmidt & 
Weiner, 1988; Weiner & Graham, 1989; Weiner et al., 1982). According to this 
attribution-affect-action model (Schmidt & Weiner, 1988), the following psychological 
sequences may occur in a potential helping situation:
1. Opportunity to aid need for aid perceived as controllable (i.e., lack of 
effort) victim seen as responsible for predicament anger is elicited 
aid tends to be withheld.
2. Opportunity to aid need for aid perceived as uncontrollable (i.e., physical 
disability) victim NOT seen as responsible for predicament sympathy 
elicited aid tends to be given.
Several studies in this domain (e.g., Meyer & Mulherin, 1980; Reisenzein, 1986; 
Weiner, 1980a; 1980b) have used a “role-playing methodology in which subjects read 
particular help-related vignettes and then were questioned about their perceptions of the 
controllability o f the cause o f the need, affective reactions, and what their behavior might 
have been if  they were in that situation” (Schmidt & Weiner, 1988, p. 611). For example.
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Weiner (1980b) used a simulation procedure in which a hypothetical student needed to 
borrow class notes. In a controllable condition, the student said that s/he needed the notes 
because of “going to the beach,” whereas in an uncontrollable condition, the student 
revealed that s/he “had eye problems.” Subjects were significantly more willing to help 
the student in the uncontrollable condition. After nearly two decades o f research, 
Weiner’s attribution-affect-action sequence is well documented (e.g., Meyer & Mulherin, 
1980; Weiner, 1980b; 1985; 1995; Weiner et al., 1988). In a number o f behavioural 
domains, what people think determines what they feel, which in turn influences how they 
act.
Further research has confirmed the following: (a) attribution-affect-action 
linkages are evident across the life span (Weiner & Graham, 1989), and (b) onset- 
uncontrollable stigmas, such as blindness, elicit more pity and Judgements o f help-giving 
than onset-controllable stigmas, such as drug abuse, which elicit more anger and fewer 
judgements o f help-giving (Graham, Weiner, Giuliano, & Williams, 1993; Weiner, 1995; 
Weiner et al., 1988).
Attributional style and helping behaviour
The attributional style construct is relatively new, and there is still debate as to 
how consistently people make causal inferences across a specific class o f events or 
outcomes (Anderson & Riger, 1991; Cutrona, Russell, & Jones, 1985; Higgins, 1992; cf. 
Mischel & Peake, 1982). Although the earlier prevailing view of AS was that it is quite 
general across situations (e.g., Abramson, Dykman, & Needles, 1991 ; Peterson et al., 
1982; Peterson, 1991), more recent research has helped clarify that AS can be best
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understood when assessed across situations that are similar in psychologically meaningful 
ways (Anderson et al., 1988; Cutrona et al., 1985; Higgins, 1992).
Attributional style research in self-perception has related AS to problems in 
living, including depression, loneliness, and shyness (e.g., Anderson, 1983b; Anderson, 
1985; Anderson et al., 1983; Peterson, Schwartz, & Seligman, 1981). For example, 
using the Attributional Style Assessment Test (ASAT), Anderson et al. (1983) found that 
lonely and depressed people interpret success and failure differently than their nonlonely 
and nondepressed counterparts. That is, they tend to attribute interpersonal failures to 
relatively permanent defects in themselves, whereas nonlonely and nondepressed people 
focus more on strategy and effort.
Attributional style research in person perception is relatively new. For example, 
the way a “hostile attributional style” affects social behaviour has been examined by 
Graham et al. (1992). They found that youths deemed “aggressive” through self ratings 
and the ratings o f peers and teachers tended to perceive that others were intentionally 
attempting to harm them in interpersonal harm situations that were ambiguously-caused: 
As a result, they became more angry, and were more likely to retaliate aggressively in 
these situations than were nonaggressive youths. Hudley and Graham (1993) went on to 
design an attributional intervention program to reduce aggressive behaviour. They found 
that aggressive youths’ tendency toward biased attributions was amenable to retraining 
efforts, but the improvements did not last over time.
Perceived controllability is a central dimension o f  causal attribution (e.g., 
Anderson & Deuser, 1991; Weiner, 1979, 1980a, 1995), and recent research in person
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perception (Higgins, 1992) has evaluated the construct valid i^  o f “controllability 
attributional style for others’ misfortunes” (CAS). CAS is defined as individual 
differences with which the frequency o f others’ misfortunes are attributed to internal, 
personally controllable causes (Higgins, 1992). Individuals high on CAS are relatively 
more likely to perceive a wide range o f others’ misfortunes as due to causes that are 
internal, and personally controllable by the victim. In other words, they need relatively 
little situational pressure to make controllability attributions about others’ misfortunes.
Over the years, several general attributional style measures have been developed: 
Peterson et al.’s (1982; 1988) Attributional Style Questionnaire (ASQ); Anderson et al.’s 
(1983) Attributional Style Assessment Tests (ASAT); Feather and Tiggeman’s (1984) 
Balanced Attributional Style Questionnaire (BASQ); Schulman and Castellon’s (1989) 
“content analysis o f verbatim explanations ” (CAVE) technique; Norcross and Magaletta’s 
(1990) Levels o f Attribution and Change (LAC) scale; and Higgins’ (1992) Reasons For 
Misfortune questionnaire. All but one o f these measures (Higgins, 1992) are in self­
perception, and all assess causal attributions along several dimensions. However, not all 
of the dimensions assessed have solid empirical support (Anderson & Deuser, 1991; 
Anderson & Riger, 1991; Amtz, Gerlsma, & Albersnagel, 1985; Cutrona et al., 1985).
To measure the central causal dimensions of attributions, Russell (1982) 
developed the Causal Dimension Scale (CDS), which was subsequently refined to 
become the Revised Causal Dimension Scale (CDSII) (McAuley, Duncan, and Russell, 
1992). Higgins’ (1992) “Reasons For Misfortune” questionnaire is based on the CDSH,
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and measures controllability attributional style in person perception, i.e., attributional 
style for others’ misfortunes.
In assessments o f AS, typically subjects imagine hypothetical situations, indicate 
(in an open-ended fashion) a likely cause o f each outcome, and then rate each cause on a 
number o f relevant causal dimensions (Anderson, 1985; Anderson et al., 1983; Anderson 
& Amoult, 1985; Peterson et al., 1982). Higgins’ (1992) Reasons For Misfortune 
questionnaire is the most relevant measure of AS with respect to helping behaviour, as it 
assesses the reasons for others ' misfortunes.
Correlational experiment design
Much o f the reported research on attributional style is correlational (e.g.,
Anderson, 1985; Anderson et al., 1983), but very few studies have assessed the impact of
AS in actual complex social settings (Anderson et al., 1988). However, Anderson and
Amoult (1985) proposed an experimental design, combining both correlational and
experimental procedures (the “correlational experiment”), which is amenable to testing
the impact o f  AS in a limited laboratory setting, and which was used for this thesis:
In this design, subjects are preselected on the basis o f the hypothesized
causal factor. Both high and low scoring subjects are selected Subjects
in each o f these correlationally selected groups are then assigned to one of 
three experimental treatments. One treatment is a no-manipulation 
control. A second treatment manipulates the hypothesized causal factor to
be high. The third treatment manipulates that factor to be low All
subjects perform the relevant tasks under these conditions, and the 
hypothesized affected variables are assessed (p. 269).
Purpose
The purpose o f this study was to examine whether controllability attributional 
style influences helping behaviour. Initially, a preselection process took place in which
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“controllability attributional style for others’ misfortunes” was assessed using the 
Reasons For Misfortune questionnaire (Higgins, 1992). Next, individuals who scored in 
the top and bottom thirds within the range o f CAS scores were selected to take part in a 
study involving helping another in need. In the correlational experiment design 
(Anderson & Amoult, 1985) used for this research, the perceived controllability o f a 
stranger’s need for assistance was manipulated, and individuals with high and low 
controllability attributional styles were given an opportunity to help the stranger. It was 
expected that when potential helpers were given causal information, the situation would 
be the most influential in the decision to help. However, when given no situational 
information, it was expected that attributional style would dominate the decision to help.
Two hypotheses were tested in this thesis: 1) if  the cause o f a person’s need for 
assistance was presented as personally controllable (i.e., the person needed emergency 
surgery), an offer of help would be more likely than i f  the cause presented was personally 
uncontrollable (i.e., the person went skiing); 2) if  no information was given regarding the 
reason for a person’s need for assistance, the potential help-giver’s controllability 
attributional style (CAS) would determine whether or not help was given. That is, those 
with a low CAS would be more likely to help than those with a high CAS (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1.
Predicted results o f  a correlational experiment examining the impact o f controllability 
attributional style fo r  others ’ misfortunes on helping behaviour. The reason for needing 
help was manipulated to be controllable or uncontrollable. A no information condition 
was included to assess baseline rates o f helping by high and low controllability AS
individuals.
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C H A PT E R H
M ETHOD
Preselection Phase
Preselection phase respondents
Two hundred and three (203) undergraduate students (116 females; 87 males), 55 
o f whom had been drawn from the Psychology subject pool, were tested in first year 
Psychology, Economics, English, and Core (Effective University Writing and 
Communication) classes at the University o f Northem British Columbia. Respondents 
were asked to complete the Reasons For Misfortune questionnaire (Higgins, 1992). The 
average age o f the students was 21.2 years {SD = 5.85). Complete questionnaire data 
were available for 193 respondents.
Preselection phase materials
Subjects were asked to complete the Reasons For Misfortune questionnaire 
(Higgins, 1992; see Appendix A) designed to assess the reasons why misfortunes happen 
to others. The questionnaire consisted o f  six negative life outcomes for which 
respondents were asked to generate a cause, and then rate the cause along four empirically 
established attributional dimensions; locus, personal control, external control, and 
stability (Higgins, 1992; cf. McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992; Weiner, 1986). There 
were three scales for each o f the four dimensions, and each scale was in 9-point form, 
with higher scores representing more internal, personally controllable, externally 
controllable, and stable causes. An example o f  one o f the test items with an example o f 
each of the causal dimension rating scales is shown below.
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Bankruptcy.
One likely cause;
Think about the reason you have written above. The items below concern your impressions or opinions o f this cause o f 
the person's misfortune. Circle one numberfar- each ofthe following questions.
Is the cause something:
That reflects an aspect of 9 8 7 6 S 4 3 2 1  Reflects an aspect of
the person the situation
Manageable by the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Not manageable by the person
Permanent 9 8 7 6 5  4 3 2 1  Temporary
Over which others 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Over which others
have control have no control
Preselection phase procedure
Subjects completed the Reasons For Misfortune questionnaire in 
classroom groups o f between 10 and 85 people. The questionnaire was described as an 
investigation of people’s thoughts about how negative events happen to others. 
Respondents were asked to read the instructions for their questionnaire silently and 
completely before starting to answer the questions, and to proceed at their own pace. 
There was no time limit, and most respondents completed the questionnaire within 15 
minutes.
When completing the questionnaire, respondents were also informed that they 
may be telephoned to take part in a future follow-up study. Within one month o f filling 
out the questiormaire, subjects were contacted by another researcher and asked to 
complete a second questiormaire unrelated to the present thesis (Higgins & Howe, 1996). 
As far as the respondents were concerned, this was the end o f their involvement in the 
study related to the Reasons For Misfortune questiormaire.
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Experim ental Phase
Experimental phase respondents
For each subject who took part in the preselection phase, responses on the locus 
and personal control causal dimension scales on the Reasons For Misfortune 
questionnaire were summed to create a controllability attributional style score (Higgins, 
1992; cf. Anderson & Riger, 1991). The lowest possible score was 72, and the highest 
possible score was 648. Controllability attributional style (CAS) scores ranged from 113 
to 305 (X=  199, SD  = 28.9).
Based on CAS scores, respondents were divided into 2 CAS groups. Those with 
CAS scores in the top third (ranging from 208-305) were in the high CAS group (N  = 68), 
and those with CAS scores in the bottom third (ranging from 113 - 187) were in the low 
CAS group (N=  66). Complete data were available for 108 subjects (60 females; 48 
males; 51 high CAS subjects; 57 low CAS subjects). The average age of the participants 
was 21.1 years (SD = 6.83). Twenty-six subjects were not included in the final analyses: 
22 were not available to complete the study, and four were excluded because they had 
gained information about the study before being exposed to the manipulation. 
Experimental phase procedure
Both high CAS and low CAS respondents were then equally divided into two 
experimental groups (controllable causal information; uncontrollable causal information), 
and a no causal information group. Eight weeks after completing the Reasons For 
Misfortune questionnaire, high CAS and low CAS subjects were telephoned by a trained 
research assistant who was blind to the experimental hypothesis. Subjects were not
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expecting this call in which the caller was ostensibly phoning on behalf o f  the university’s 
“Study Skills Office.” Following a detailed script (see Appendix B - Script 1 ,2, 3), the 
research assistant asked each subject if  he/she would be willing to lend his/her lecture 
notes to a fictitious fellow student who had missed two weeks o f lectures. The subjects 
were all members o f  undergraduate classes which took place on Tuesdays and/or 
Thursday mornings, and consequently, the correlational experiment was completed over 
the course of a single weekend, from a Thursday evening to a Sunday evening, so the 
possibility o f discussion between subjects would be minimized.
Respondents were told the fellow student had missed lectures because o f deciding 
to go on a skiing trip (controllable causal information condition), because o f being in the 
hospital for emergency surgery (uncontrollable causal information condition), or were not 
given any causal information (no information condition) about the need. The research 
assistant then provided the respondent with the fictitious fellow student’s first name and 
telephone number, and suggested a good time to call in order to arrange the lending of 
his/her notes.
I acted as the needy student, and received the incoming calls according to a 
detailed script (see Appendix B - Script 4). While not blind to the experimental 
hypothesis, I was blind both to the caller’s CAS status and to the condition to which s/he 
had been assigned. I thanked each subject for his/her call, and informed him/her that 
arrangements for getting the lecture notes had already been made. The names of subjects 
who made the telephone call offering their notes was recorded.
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When all the data had been gathered and analyzed, I telephoned the subjects who 
had made the call and debriefed them about the results o f the study (see Appendix D - 
Script 1), as well as explaining how they had contributed to an understanding of helping 
behaviour. In addition, I prepared a brief statement summarizing the results o f  the study 
which was read aloud by the instructor o f each class that included subjects who had 
participated in the correlational experiment (see Appendix D - Script 2).
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CHAPTER H I 
RESULTS
Reliability
For each misfortune on the Reasons For Misfortune questionnaire, coefticient 
alpha (Cronbach, 1951) reliabilities (see Table I) were calculated separately for each 
causal dimension. As can be seen in Table 2, the obtained reliabilities compared well 
with those found in other attributional style studies (Anderson, 1985; Anderson & Riger, 
1991; Higgins, 1992).
Relationships among the causal dimensions
Previous studies (i.e., Higgins, 1992; McAuley et al., 1991; cf. Russell, 1982; 
Weiner, 1985) have indicated that the locus o f causality, personal control, external 
control, and stability scales assess related but distinct constructs. To determine if the 
patterns among the causal dimensions for each misfortune made sense conceptually, I 
examined the intercorrelations o f the causal dimension subscales (see Table 3), and 
compared them to other studies using the same causal dimension subscales (see Table 4).
For three sets o f correlations, patterns consistent with previous studies were found 
(Higgins, 1992; McAuley et al., 1991) (see Table 4). First, the relationship between locus 
and personal control was examined. There were relatively strong positive correlations 
between these two dimensions for all six misfortunes, ranging from a low of .44 for 
Cancer and Divorce, to a high o f .74 for Bankruptcy (average r = .56). Thus, causes 
which were perceived as internal were also usually perceived as controllable by the 
victim.
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Table 1.
Mean causal dimension subscale scores and coefficient alphas.
M isfortune Locus
Causal
Personal
C ontrol
Dimension
External
Control Stability
Mean 17.67 17.41 10.79 13.53
C ancer SD 5.71 7.93 6.00 4.94
N 203 203 203 203
alpha .51 .89 .79 .47
Divorce Mean 19.49 20.34 11.01 11.61
SD 5.03 6.14 6.00 5.06
N 201 201 201 201
alpha .53 .83 .80 .57
Mean 17.35 20.05 14.16 10.48
B ankruptcy SD 6.26 6.27 6.00 4.35
N 201 201 201 201
alpha .77 .86 .77 .57
Facial Mean 10.64 9.94 12.39 15.98
Disfigurement SD 6.07 6.49 6.54 5.78
N 196 196 196 196
alpha .69 .80 .83 .49
Mean 22.81 21.71 11.10 10.56
Has No Friends SD 4.62 5.19 6.13 4.78
N 202 202 202 202
alpha .68 .80 .85 .65
Loss o f All Mean 9.76 11.47 13.82 13.23
Possessions SD 6.15 6.82 6.80 6.19
N 198 198 198 198
alpha .81 .83 .84 .58
Mean 98.04 101.03 73.39 74.83
COM BINED SD 16.00 17.30 20.74 16.11
(18 scales) N 193 193 193 193
average alpha .62 .66 .79 .64
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Table 2.
A comparison o f  coefficient alpha reliabilities with previous attributional style studies.
Anderson,
1985
Anderson & 
Riger, 1991
Higgins,
1992
Shaw,
1996
Locus .73 .56 .67 .62
Personal .84 .66
Control .75 .57
(PC & E C (PC & E C
External combined) combined) .80 .79
Control
Stability .70 .63 .63 .64
Table 3
Inlercorrelations o f  causal dimension subscales (N  =  193).
Cancer Divorce Bankruptcy
LC PC EC ST LC PC EC ST LC PC EC !
LC 100
PC 44 100
EC -28 -15 100
ST -04 -44 20 100
LC 00 -05 02 -07 100
PC 05 00 -07 -02 44 100
EC -12 -01 11 03 -32 14 100
ST -01 00 03 07 -09 -32 -04 100
LC 19 05 11 -01 12 -04 -08 -03 100
PC 17 -04 07 03 11 04 00 15 74 100
EC -04 -03 06 12 -01 -04 26 08 44 36 100
ST 00 05 02 09 -03 00 11 30 -04 -19 05
LC 04 -07 -02 07 04 -09 -06 01 08 06 09
PC 01 05 -08 04 -01 05 06 -04 -02 -06 09
EC 06 02 09 19 13 19 21 -05 01 06 11
ST 01 04 08 08 11 10 03 01 -12 -12 10
LC 05 05 -09 -02 15 06 -05 -04 13 05 -08
PC 13 06 -11 07 -04 09 01 -09 06 18 -07
EC 00 -10 12 07 -04 -04 21 12 05 11 24
ST -09 01 11 10 00 -06 17 21 01 -06 09
LC -06 -07 -08 04 -06 -05 -02 12 04 -02 -04
PC -07 -10 -07 08 -08 09 08 12 02 01 00
EC 00 -04 14 08 05 IS 10 -05 04 01 12
ST 01 01 -08 -02 01 -09 17 11 03 -03 06
Facial 
Disfigurement 
LC PC EC ST
Has No Friends 
LC PC EC ST
Loss of All 
Possessions 
LC PC EC ST
Bankruptcy
Facial 08
07
21
07 
29
08 
14 
16
09
100
61 100
-18 09 100
-17 -24 -07 100
-01 03 -02 -02 100
-10 -02 08 -09 48 100
10 07 17 -05 -42 -27 100
11 07 16 03 -04 -38 07 100
24 23 -01 -09 -01 -02 10 18 100
12 21 14 -14 -06 02 12 14 64 100
00 -03 29 ■01 -04 02 18 05 17 21
04 04 -07 20 05 01 -07 17 01 -11
too
-13 100
1
I
Î
INote; Decimals omitted. Bold face values are significant a t/?<.01 LC=Locus of Causality PC=Personal Control EC=Extemal Control ST=Stability
Is)
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Table 4.
A comparison o f  the intercorrelations o f  caiisal dimension subscales.
McAuley, Duncan, 
& Russell, 1991
Higgins, 1992' Shaw, 1996'
Locus,
Personal Control
.71 .48 .56
Locus,
External Control
-.32 -.30 -.30
Personal Control, 
Stability
-.64 -.29 -.31
Note: All correlations significant at/>< .01
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Second, for all six misfortunes, there were negative correlations between locus 
and external control, ranging from -.17 for Loss o f  All Possessions, to -.44 for 
Bankruptcy (average r = -.30). In other words, causes which were perceived as internal 
tended to also be perceived as uncontrollable by external fr>rces. Finally, for all but one 
of the misfortunes, there were significant negative correlations between personal control 
and stability, ranging from -.19 for Bankruptcy to -.44 for Cancer (average r =  -.31).
Thus, if  a cause was perceived as personally controllable, it was also usually perceived as 
unstable (changeable or mutable).
In contrast, situation specifici^ was evident when comparing correlations between 
personal control and external control, and between stability and external control. For four 
of the misfortunes (Cancer, Divorce, Bankruptcy, and Has No Friends), causes which 
were perceived as personally controllable were also usually perceived as uncontrollable 
by external forces (average r  = -.23). However, for the remaining two misfortunes (Facial 
Disfigurement, Loss o f All Possessions), causes which were perceived as personally 
uncontrollable were also perceived as uncontrollable by external forces (average r  = .15). 
For the same set o f misfortunes, Higgins (1992) found similar situation specificity in 
correlations between personal control and external control.
There was a significant positive correlation o f .20 between stability and external 
control for Cancer. That is, if  the cause o f cancer was perceived as stable, it was also 
usually perceived as controllable by external forces. This correlation makes sense if  one 
considers the common belief that cancer can be caused by relatively stable outside forces, 
such as an unhealthy environment. Similarly, McAuley et al. (1991) reported a small but
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significant positive correlation of .15 between stability and external control. However, 
Higgins (1992) found small but significant negative correlations between stability and 
external control for two misfortunes: Divorce and Facial Disfigurement. That is, if the 
causes of these two misfortunes were perceived as stable, they were usually perceived as 
uncontrollable by external forces.
In summary, positive correlations between locus and personal control, and 
negative correlations between locus and external control, were consistent across all six 
misfortunes. When comparing personal control with external control, and stability with 
external control, the correlations were positive for some misfortunes, and negative for 
other misfortunes, which indicates that the misfortunes were not always viewed similarly. 
No information condition
When the correlational experiment was designed, it was expected that the no 
information condition would provide a baseline showing the differentiation o f helping 
rates given the level o f controllability attributional style (cf. Anderson, 1983b). Although 
the frequencies in the present data set were in the expected direction, with low CAS 
subjects helping slightly more than high CAS subjects (see Figure 2), helping behaviour 
was unexpectedly high for both high CAS and low CAS subjects. Consequently, in order 
to gain a better understanding of the interplay between the attributional style and causal 
condition variables in this study, the no information condition was excluded from the AS 
analyses.
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CO
□  High CAS 
■  Low CAS
No Information Controllable
(Skiing)
Reason For Need
Uncontrollable
(Surgery)
Figure 2.
Helping telephone call frequencies by CAS and causal condition.
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Controllability AS and helping
Loglinear modelling (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989) procedures were used to 
examine whether CAS affected helping. Tables 5 and 6 show the helping (and non- 
helping) frequencies o f high CAS and low CAS subjects in the controllable and 
uncontrollable conditions. Overall, 50% o f high CAS subjects and 51.2% o f low CAS 
subjects offered help. However, there were differences between the high CAS and low 
CAS subjects when helping (and nonhelping) frequencies based on the causal 
(controllable, uncontrollable) conditions were compared.
For high CAS subjects there was a significant helping by condition interaction:
(1) = 4.25, p  = 0.04. The effect size o f 0.36, is medium (Cohen, 1992). There was no 
effect for helping, (1) = 4.35, p  = 0.11, and no effect for condition, x^ (1) = 4.25, p  = 
0.12. Thus, high CAS subjects differentiated significantly between the controllability of 
the victim’s reason for needing assistance; they were more willing to help when presented 
with the uncontrollable (surgery) scenario than when presented with the controllable 
(skiing) scenario.
For low CAS subjects in the two causal conditions, there was no effect for 
helping, x^ (1) = 0.25, p  = 0.88, no effect for condition, x^ (1) = 0.25, p  = 0.88, and no 
helping by condition interaction, X^  ( 0  “  0.22, p  = 0.64. hi other words, low CAS 
subjects did not differentiate significantly between the levels o f  controllability o f the 
victim’s reason for needing assistance; they offered similar levels o f  help regardless of 
which causal scenario was presented.
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Table 5.
High CAS helping frequencies in the causal information conditions.
CONDITION HELPED
YES NO TOTAL
Controllable 6 12 18
(17.6) (35.3) (52.9)
Uncontrollable 11 5 16
(32.4) (14.7) (47.1)
TOTAL 17 17 34
(50.0) (50.0) (100.0)
Note: Indicated in brackets is the percentage o f total responses in each category.
Model 
Helping 
Condition 
Helping, Condition
Pearson Chi- 
square
4.35
4.25
Probability Effect Size
0.1134
4.25
0.1194
0.0393 0.3536
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Table 6.
Low CAS helping frequencies in the causal information conditions.
CONDITION HELPED
YES NO TOTAL
Controllable 11 9 20
(26.8) (22.0) (48.8)
Uncontrollable 10 11 21
(24.4) (26.8) (51.2)
TOTAL 21 20 41
(51.2) (48.8) (100.0)
Note: Indicated in brackets is the percentage o f total responses in each category.
Model
Helping
Pearson Chi-souare 
0.25
Probability
0.8835
Condition 0.25 0.8835
Helping, Condition 0.22 0.6365
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Gender and helping
A loglinear analysis o f helping and non-helping frequencies by gender (see Figure 
3) revealed a significant effect for gender, (1) = 6.15, p  = 0.05, a  significant effect for 
helping, %^(l) = 6.15,p = 0.05, and a significant gender by helping interaction, (I)  = 
4.88,/? = 0.03. The effect sizes o f 0.24, 0.24, and 0.21, respectively, are medium 
according to Cohen (1992).
In summary, significantly more females helped than males. Moreover, there was 
greater disparity between the number o f female helpers and nonhelpers than there was 
between male helpers and nonhelpers. That is, fewer males helped than did not help, 
whereas many more females helped than did not help.
Supplemental analyses
In addition to the data relevant to the main hypotheses of the present study, some 
additional data were gathered on the following; a) how much time elapsed between when 
subjects received the request for assistance and when they offered it (latency), and b) 
what kinds of excuses were given by those subjects who did not offer assistance.
Of the sixty subjects who offered assistance, the shortest latency between 
receiving the request and helping was approximately 1 minute (i.e., assistance was 
offered immediately), and the longest latency was 4071 minutes (67 hours, 51 minutes). 
The median latency was 8 minutes. Overall, 57% of the subjects responded quite quickly 
(i.e., in 10 minutes or less). Due to extreme outliers, a rank transformation was carried 
out on the latency data. The results o f a subsequent two-way (CAS x condition) ANC VA 
of the ranked latency data indicated that there was no effect for attributional style.
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Female
Gender
Male
Figure 3.
Frequencies o f helping and nonhelping by gender.
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F (1,54) = 0.00,/? = 0.99, no effect for condition, F (2,54) = 2.50,/? = 0.09, and no 
attributional style by condition interaction: F (2,54) = 0.88, p  = 0.42.
The excuses offered by the 48 subjects who did not offer assistance fell into 5 
categories (see Figure 4): 1) no excuse, 2) an excuse related to the notes (poor notes, 
missing notes, already lent notes), 3) an unwillingness to help (too busy, do not lend 
things), 4) poor grades (failing or dropping the course), or 5) other (illness, live out of 
town).
Sixteen subjects (33.3%; 9 females, 7 males) offered no excuse; in other words, 
they made no indication that they were not willing to help. In fact, some of these 
subjects, by taking down the telephone number, indicated they probably would help, but 
then did not. Twenty-seven subjects (56.2%; 9 females, 18 males) offered a notes-related 
excuse, and the remaining five subjects (10.5%; 3 females, 2 males) either indicated an 
unwillingness to help, said they had poor grades, or offered an excuse in the “other” 
category.
The supplemental analyses revealed that the majority of subjects who offered 
assistance did so quite quickly, and o f those who did not offer assistance, most either 
acted like they would help, or else offered an excuse related to their class notes. Only one 
person o f the 48 who did not offer help, a low CAS female in the controllable (skiing) 
condition, clearly refused to assist the fictitious person in need.
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□ Female
5* 8 — I----------  ^ 0 --------------------------  BMale
2
U . 6
None Notes Refusal Grades Other 
Type of Excuse
Figure 4.
Types o f excm es offered by nonhelpers.
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CHAPTER IV 
DISCUSSION
Attributional style, the tendency to make habitual causal explanations about a 
specific class o f events or outcomes, and its effect on helping behaviour, was the focus of 
this thesis. To date, the majority o f  research involving attributional style has been in the 
area of self-perception (i.e.. Alloy et al,, 1984; Anderson, 1983b). The current research 
explored attributional style in person-perception, an area which focuses on how people 
formulate explanations for the positive and negative outcomes o f others (Higgins, 1992).
The current study investigated whether “controllability attributional style” (CAS), 
the tendency to attribute others’ misfortunes to both internal and controllable causes, was 
a predictor o f helping behaviour. Both a person variable (level o f  CAS) and a situation 
variable (causal information about the reason for someone else’s need) were combined in 
a correlational experiment (Anderson & Amoult, 1985) to facilitate an analysis o f how 
these two variables influence helping behaviour.
The current findings revealed that overall, about half o f the subjects were willing 
to offer help, regardless o f  the person variable (i.e., controllability attributional style) or 
the situation variable (i.e., controllability information). However, the findings also 
indicated that when causal information regarding a person’s need for assistance is 
presented, CAS does influence the level o f helping behaviour. High CAS subjects were 
more sensitive to the causal information presented to them, and behaved just as the 
emotion-mediational model o f helping (Schmidt & Weiner, 1988) predicts: they helped
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more when given the uncontrollable (surgery) scenario than when given the controllable 
(skiing) scenario. Low CAS subjects, however, were not as sensitive to the causal 
information presented to them, and offered similar levels o f help whether they were 
presented with the uncontrollable or controllable information about the victim’s need for 
help. In essence, the data indicated that a person variable, in this case CAS, can influence 
how situations are interpreted, and what actions are subsequently taken. If  Weiner’s 
model is correct, then the present data suggest that attributions made (and presumably the 
emotions subsequently elicited) are not as extreme for low CAS subjects as they are for 
high CAS subjects. Hence, even though the situations presented may be powerful, how 
individuals interpret them can vary. Although the telephone study in the current research 
was not conducive to the assessment o f emotions generated in the experimental 
conditions, this would be an interesting subject for a future study.
Thus, the results o f  the present research revealed that person variables such as 
attributional style must be taken into consideration when developing models o f helping 
behaviour. In this study, the causal structure o f  the situation was more influential in 
determining the behaviour o f high CAS respondents than the behaviour o f low CAS 
respondents, which indicates that cognitive styles are influential in determining social 
behaviour and must be considered in tandem with situational variables.
In addition, females helped more than males, which confirms past research on 
gender and helping in non-emergency situations. In general, it has been found that men 
are expected to rescue others in difBculty, whereas females are expected to help through 
caring and nurturing other people, especially those they know. Although the requested
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task in this study involved helping a stranger, it was more o f  a “classic female helper 
scenario” (Kessler et al., 1985) which lacked the drama o f an emergency situation, and 
involved social support. Moreover, the person in need was female, and past research has 
found that women receive more help than do men (Eagly & Crowley, 1986).
The unexpectedly high level o f helping behaviour in the no information condition 
made it impossible to use this condition as a baseline against which to compare the other 
two causal conditions. Irrespective o f CAS, subjects in the no information condition 
responded at a high helping level. A possible explanation for this is that the subjects in 
the no information condition, instead o f perceiving the victim’s need for assistance as 
causally ambiguous, assumed a high level o f seriousness surrounding the victim’s need 
for help. Another possible explanation o f this finding - given the pattern of low CAS and 
high CAS responding in the two controllability conditions - is that the low CAS and high 
CAS subjects differed in their context sensitivity. That is, the low CAS subjects were not 
affected by the contexts presented to them, and offered similar levels o f help across all 
three scenarios. However, high CAS subjects were affected by the context; they offered 
less help when presented with controllable information. Thus, it is possible that rather 
than there being attributional style differences between the subjects, there could have 
been context sensitivity differences.
It is o f  interest that certain assumptions might take place when people are not 
provided with a reason for a stranger’s need for help. Comments recorded during 
debriefing indicated that many subjects assumed illness, a legitimate need on the part of 
the victim, or described feeling a strong personal empathy for the victim, even though
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they had not been given any causal infonnation. Demand characteristics could also have 
been a determining factor. When a person perceived to be in authority asked the subjects 
for help, without any other information as to the reason for need, subjects may have 
assumed that the victim’s reason for needing assistance was legitimate (i.e., 
uncontrollable). Obviously, the motivation to help was high in the no information 
condition, although there is no way o f ascertaining the exact determining factors from the 
current data.
Nevertheless, the unexpected no information condition results could lead to 
further research. The current design could be rerun with causally ambiguous (no 
information) situations, and three groups o f subjects: high CAS, low CAS, and mixed 
high CAS and low CAS subjects. Differences between how high CAS and low CAS 
subjects react to causally ambiguous helping situations may be uncovered.
The types o f excuses given by nonhelpers could also provide a  starting point for 
further research. Although over half o f the nonhelpers provided a causally relevant 
excuse for refusing to help (i.e., their notes were too messy to lend), quite surprisingly, 
one-third of those who did not help provided no causally relevant excuse at all. A look at 
the causal structure o f excuses given for different situations would be an interesting area 
for future study.
There are several changes that could be made to the current study. First, the time 
between the preselection process and the correlational experiment was eight weeks. 
Shortening this time would eliminate a loss o f  subjects due to moving, or the dropping of 
courses relevant to the study. Also, the correlational experiment took place over a
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weekend, fi-om a Thursday evening to a Sunday evening. A shorter time frame for the 
study would further reduce the possibility o f  discussion between the subjects. In addition, 
if there had been a greater time pressure for subjects to make their decision to help, the 
results may have been slightly different. Since high CAS subjects were the least likely to 
help when presented with the controllable (skiing) condition, it could be that when 
pressured for time, helping levels for high CAS subjects in this condition may have been 
even lower. When provided with less deliberation time, high CAS subjects might be more 
likely to act according to their attributional style, which is to hold others responsible for 
their misfortunes, rather than thinking o f reasons why they should help.
Next, the number o f  subjects taking part in the correlational experiment could 
have been higher. O f the 134 subjects who were eligible to participate, 26 could not, 
primarily because they were unavailable by telephone after numerous attempts had been 
made by the research assistant to contact them. In a telephone study, it is important to 
consider that the percentage o f  subjects who will be contacted is not guaranteed. Finally, 
the gender difference in helping behaviour in this study confirmed past research that 
females tend to help more in non-emergency situations involving social support. Given 
that both the victim and the research assistant were females, it would be interesting in 
future studies to vary the gender o f the victim and/or research assistant to see if  the same 
effect held.
It is clear that the research needed for a comprehensive understanding of 
attributional style has only just begun. Work on developing more reliable and valid 
attributional style measures is continuing. Moreover, continued study o f actual
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behaviour, such as the research done in the current correlational experiment, rather than 
behaviour judgem ents, must be carried out to facilitate an understanding of how person 
and situation variables contribute to influencing social behaviour.
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APPENDIX A: Reasons For Misfortune Questionnaire 
Reasons for Misfortune
INSTRUCTIONS:
The items on the following pages present specific misfortunes or problems that might 
happen to anyone. For each item, think about how such a thing could likely happen to someone 
(other than yourself) and then write down one plausible (likely) reason that comes to mind. That 
is, for each item, think over what you know about the world to answer the question, "How does a 
problem like this happen to someone (excluding myself)?" Then, try to express a plausible 
reason for the misfortune in a single sentence.
After writing down a likely cause for a misfortune, then rate that cause on each of the 
twelve scales provided by circling one number on each scale. When doing the ratings, be sure to 
focus on the cause (that is, the reason for the onset) o f the problem, NOT on the problem. This 
may be difficult at times, hi other words, make sure you are rating the cause you write down for 
a misfortune, and NOT the misfortune itself.
"The person" referred to in the rating questions means the person who has the problem: 
the term "Other people" referred to in the ratings means anyone else (that is, anyone other than 
the person with the problem').
Please take your time when doing the ratings • make sure you read the questions 
carefully. You may find that there is more than one way of interpreting some of the rating 
questions. Please interpret these questions in the way that is most meaningful to you. There are 
no right or wrong answers to these questions.
To summarize,ybr each o f the 6 misfortunes, you should:
1) think over what you know about how such a misfortune could likely happen to someone 
(other than yourself).
2) write down one likely cause of that misfortune - try to express the reason in one sentence.
3) then, rate that cause by circling one number on each of the 12 scales provided - each time 
you do the ratings, be sure to focus on the cause you wrote down (i.e., the reason for the 
problem), NOT on the problem.
4) if you find there is more than one way of interpreting a question, interpret it in a way that is 
most meaningful to you.
5) please read the questions carefully.
Please answer all the questions. It should take 10-15 minutes to finish this questionnaire. You 
are, of course, free to stop participating at any time.
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PLEASE ANSWER ALL OF THE QUESTIONS. Keep in mind that there are no right or wrong
answers. Please refer back to the instructions i f  you are unsure about what to do.
1. Cancer.
One likely cause;_____________________________________________________________________________
Think about the reason you have written etbave. The items below concern your impressions or chinions o f this cause o f 
the person's misfortune. Circle one numberfor each ofthe following questions.
Is the cause somethin^:
That reflects an aspect of 
the person
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Reflects an aspect of 
the situation
Manageable by the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Not manageable by the person
Permanent 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Temporary
The person can regulate 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I The person carmot regulate
Over which others 
have control
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Over which others 
have no control
Inside the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Outside the person
Stable over time 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Variable over time
Under the power of 
other people
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Not imder the power 
o f other people
About the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 About others
Over which the person 
has power
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Over which the person 
has no power
Unchangeable 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Changeable
Other people can regulate 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Other people carmot regulate
2. Divorce.
One likely cause:
Think about the reason you have written above. The items below concern your impressions or opinions o f this cause o f 
the person's misfortune. Circle one number fo r each ofthe following questions.
Is the cause somethine:
That reflects an aspect of 
the person
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Reflects an aspect of 
the situation
Manageable by the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Not manageable by the person
Permanent 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Temporary
The person can regulate 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 The person carmot regulate
Over which others 
have control
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Over which others 
have no control
Inside the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Outside the person
Stable over time 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Variable over time
Under the power of 
other people
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Not under the power 
o f other people
About the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 About others
Over which the person 
has power
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Over which the person 
has no power
Unchangeable 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Changeable
Other people can regulate 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Other people carmot regulate
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3. Bankruptcy.
One likely cause;
Think about the reason you have written above. The items below concern your impressions or opinions o f  this cause o f  
the person's misfortune. Circle one numberfor each ofthe following questions.
Is the cause somethine:
That reflects an aspect of 
the person
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Reflects an aspect of 
the situation
Manageable by the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Not manageable by the person
Permanent 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Temporary
The person can regulate 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 The person cannot regulate
Over which others 
have control
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Over which others 
have no control
Inside the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Outside the person
Stable over time 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Variable over time
Under the power of 
other people
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Not under the power 
o f other people
About the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 About others
Over which the person 
has power
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Over which the person 
has no power
Unchangeable 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Changeable
Other people can regulate 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Other people cannot regulate
4. Facial disGgurement.
One likely cause:________
Think about the reason you have written above. The items below concern your impressions or opinions o f  this cause o f  
the person's misfortune. Circle one numberfar each ofthe following questions.
Is the cause something:
That reflects an aspect of 
the person
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Reflects an aspect of 
the situation
Manageable by the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Not manageable by the person
Permanent 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Temporary
The person can regulate 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 The person caimot regulate
Over which others 
have control
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Over which others 
have no control
Inside the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Outside the person
Stable over time 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Variable over time
Under the power of 
other people
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Not under the power 
o f other people
About the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I About others
Over which the person 
has power
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Over which the person 
has no power
Unchangeable 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Changeable
Other people can regulate 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Other people cannot regulate
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5. Has no fnends.
One likely cause:__
Think about the reason you have written above. The items below concern your impressions or opinions o f this cause o f 
the person's misfortune. Circle one numberfor each ofthe following questions.
Is the cause somethine:
That reflects an aspect of 
the person
9 S 7 6 5 4 3 2 Reflects an aspect of 
the situation
Manageable by the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Not manageable by the person
Permanent 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Temporary
The person can regulate 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 The person cannot regulate
Over which others 
have control
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Over which others 
have no control
Inside the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Outside the person
Stable over time 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Variable over time
Under the power o f 
other people
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Not under the power 
of other people
About the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 About others
Over which the person 
has power
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Over which the person 
has no power
Unchangeable 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Changeable
Other people can regulate 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 Other people cannot regulate
6. Loss o f  all possessions.
One likely cause:__________
Think about the reason you have written above. The items below concern your impressions or opinions o f this cause o f 
the person's misfortune. Circle one numberfor each ofthe following questions.
Is the cause something:
That reflects an aspect o f 
the person
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Reflects an aspect of 
the situation
Manageable by the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Not manageable by the person
Permanent 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Temporary
The person can regulate 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 The person caimot regulate
Over which others 
have control
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Over which others 
have no control
Inside the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Outside the person
Stable over time 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Variable over time
Under the power of 
other people
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Not under the power 
of other people
About the person 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I About others
Over which the person 
has power
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Over which the person 
has no power
Unchangeable 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Changeable
Other people can regulate 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Other people cannot regulate
Thank you for participating.
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APPENDIX B: Telephone Scripts 
S c r ip t  1 (Controllability Manipulation^;
Hello?
>  Hi! I s ____________ in please?
Response. (If subject is not home, say you’ll try again later, and do not leave your name
or a message.)
>  H i,______________. This is (name o f  research assistant! from the Study Skills Office
at UNBC. The reason I ’m calling is that I have your name on my list o f  (subject) 
students, and I’m wondering if  you could help a student with a problem who has 
come in to see us. First o f  all, am I correct in assuming that you are currently taking
this class?
Response.
-> Well, anyway, there is a student named Chris in your class who has missed 2 weeks 
o f lectures, because she decided to go on a skiing trip, and she’d really 
like to borrow someone’s notes for the lectures she has missed.
Response.
(If immediate agreement, skip to *)
> Well, there’s certainly no obligation, but Chris really would appreciate the help. If  
you wouldn’t mind lending your notes to Chris, * here is a number where she can be 
reached: ___________ .
Did you get that? (Repeat if  necessary)
By the way, she told me that the best time to call her would be this evening, between 
 and______ , which is why I’m calling right now.
Response.
>  Thanks a lot for your tim e,_____________
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APPENDIX B: Telephone Scripts
Script 2 (UncontroUabilitv Mampglatioii’);
Hello?
>  Hi! I s  in please?
Response. (If subject is not home, say you’ll try again later, and do not leave your name 
or a message.)
>  H i,_____________ . This is (name o f  research assistant) from the Study Skills Office
at UNBC. The reason I’m calling is that I have your name on my list o f  (subject) 
students, and I ’m wondering if  you could help a student with a problem who has 
come in to see us. First o f  all, am I correct in assuming that you are currently taking
this class?
Response.
-> Well, anyway, there is a student named Chris in your class who has missed 2 weeks 
o f lectures, because she had to be in the hospital for emergency 
surgery, and she’d really like to borrow someone’s notes for the lectures she has
missed.
Response.
(If immediate agreement, skip to *)
> Well, there’s certainly no obligation, but Chris really would appreciate the help. If  
you wouldn’t mind lending your notes to Chris, * here is a number where she can be 
reached: ___________ .
Did you get that? (Repeat if  necessary)
By the way, she told me that the best time to call her would be this evening, between 
 and , which is why I’m calling right now.
Response.
>  Thanks a lot for your tim e,_____________.
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APPENDIX B: Telephone Scripts
S c r ip t  3 (N o  Information Condition^;
Hello?
>  Hi! I s____________ in please?
Response. (If subject is not home, say you’ll try again later, and do not leave your name
or a message.)
> H i,______________. This is (name o f research assistant) from the Study Skills OfiBce
at UNBC. The reason I’m calling is that I have your name on my list of (subiect) 
students, and I’m wondering if you could help a student with a problem who has 
come in to see us. First o f all, am I correct in assuming that you are currently taking
this class?
Response.
> Well, anyway, there is a student named Chris in your class who has missed 2 weeks o f 
lectures, and she’d really like to borrow someone’s notes for the lectures she has
missed.
Response.
(If immediate agreement, skip to *)
> Well, there’s certainly no obligation, but Chris really would appreciate the help. If 
you wouldn’t mind lending your notes to Chris, * here is a number where she can be 
reached: ____________.
Did you get that? (Repeat if  necessary)
By the way, she told me that the best time to call her would be this evening, between 
 and  , which is why I’m calling right now.
Response.
>  Thanks a lot for your tim e,____________ .
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APPENDIX B: Telephone Scripts
Script 4 (Response When Subjects Calll;
>  Hello.
Subject identifies self.
>  Gee, thanks a lot for calling,______________, but I was able to get the notes firom
another student. (What was your name again?)
Subject responds.
>  Well, thanks again,___________ . I sure appreciate it.
Response.
>  Good-bye.
Name:
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APPENDIX C: Records 
(Record Sheet For Research Assistant)
  Date: ____
Time called: Response if you didn’t get to talk to subject:
- not home /  no answer
- will be back at
- other
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
From what the person said over the phone, you expect he/she will (check one):
 probably phone Chris
 probably NOT phone Chris
unsure
For those people who said NO to the request, the following excuse (or some version close 
to it) was given:
My notes are too hard to read / messy, etc. ___
I don’t take proper notes in class. ___
I don’t have enough time/ I’m too busy.
I have also missed some classes.
I’ve already lent my notes to a friend.
My English isn’t very good.
I don’t like to lend things to strangers.
The professor’s lectures are unorganized so I can’t take notes 
She should be responsible for getting her own notes.
No excuse offered.
Other: (please write 
below)
Attributional Style in Helping Behaviour 54
APPENDIX D: Debriefing 
Script 1 (Debriefing Phone CaUI
Hello, i s _______________ there, please?
(Response)
H i,____________. My name is Joanne Shaw, and I’m a graduate student in Psychology at
UNBC. I’m calling to talk about the phone call you received recently about a student 
named Chris who needed some lecture notes. This was actually a psychology study, and I 
wanted to tell you about it.
(Response)
1. Did you know you were part o f a Psychology study?
2. (if yes) Did you know what the study was about?
3. Did you talk to anyone else in your class about calling Chris before you made the
call?
Well, just to fill you in a bit about the study, what we were looking at was helping 
behaviour. Chris was actually a fictitious student who you were asked to call and arrange 
the lending o f notes. In actual fact, you talked to me, and I noted down that you had
called.
You received one o f 3 possible scenarios:
.. .that Chris needed notes because she had gone skiing 
.. that she needed notes because she had just had emergency surgery 
... or no reason was given why she needed the notes.
What we found was that UNBC students are very helpful! ! 56% responded
Not surprisingly, there was a higher rate o f  helping for the surgery situation than for the 
skiing situation, but what was really interesting was that the highest helping rate was with 
people who were given no reason why Chris needed the notes.
So I just wanted to fill you in as soon as possible after the study was completed. Did you 
have any questions you’d like to ask me?
Well, thanks very much for your participation.
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APPENDIX D: Debriefing 
Script 2 (In Class Debriefing^
To: Anita Hubley - Psychology 102 
Tomson Ogwang - Economics 205 
Jennifer Gustar - English 100 
Anne Lindsay - Core 100
From: Joanne Shaw - Psychology Graduate Student
Re: Psychology study involving a large group o f your students_______________________
Over the past weekend my research assistant and I completed a telephone study in which 
many o f the students in your class were called and asked to lend some notes to a fictitious 
student named “Chris”. I would really appreciate it if  you could read the following 
message aloud to your students in the next scheduled class to assist in the debriefing 
process. Thanks!
M any of you in this class received a telephone call awhile ago regarding a student 
named “Chris” who was in need o f some lecture notes. This announcement is to 
inform those of you who have not already been contacted by Joanne Shaw that you 
were, in fact, taking part in a Psychology study about helping.
Each person who was called was given one o f three possible scenarios:
1)...that Chris needed the notes because she had gone skiing
2). .that Chris needed the notes because she had just had emergency surgery
3). ..that Chris needed the notes, hut no information was given as
to why she needed them.
The findings in this study were quite interesting:
n o f the 108 people who were contacted, 60 (56%) people called Chris to 
offer their notes
H the lowest helping rate (45%) was in the skiing condition, whereas the 
highest helping rate (67%) was in the “no information” condition 
n in the surgery condition, the helping rate was 57%.
Joanne Shaw  would like to thank you very much for participating in this study.
